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AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS/Marketing Assistance Loans

SUBJECT: Agricultu re, Rural Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1999 . . . S. 2159.
Cochran motion to table the Daschle amendment No. 3146.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 56-43
SYNOPSIS:  As reported, S. 2159, thegkiculture, Rural Develoment, and Relatedgencies Avpropriations Bill for fiscal

year 1999, wilprovide $56.813 billion in new biggt authoriy, which is $7.060 billion more thamovided last
year. The increase gimarily due to increased CommaogiCredit Coporation mandatgrpayments.

The Daschle amendmentvould give the Agriculture Dgoartment the authositin fiscalyear 1999 to extend the term ofyan
marketirg assistance loan fopuo 6 months and to lift the pson the loan rates. Funds would be made available fquutpaise
only to the extent that tlyewere rguested as emgengy funds ly the President, which would allow total Federgirg to
increase withouproviding ary offsets. Under current law, markegiassistance loans candpeen for yp to 9 months. The Federal
Government will loan a farmer §®rcent of the 3rear averge price of a cr@ for up to 9 months. The result of the amendment
would be to increase Federal borrogvand gendirg to pay for longer marketig assistance loans agher rates for various qos.

Debate was limitedybunanimous consent. After debate, Senator Cochran moved to table the Daschle amendmeny, Genel

those favorig the motion to tablepgposed the amendment; thoggposing the motion to table favored the amendment.
Those favoringthe motion to table contended:
The Daschle amendment would take gehand destructive sidackwards for farmers in America. It woyddsh the United
States back to the old command-and-control marsgistem that it followed for 5@ears, before theassge of the Freedom to

Farm Bill threeyears go. Theprice sipports that exist now are low to make certain thay e used as a short-term markgtin
tool rather than as an alternative market. Loan rates should not lghsstdngh to influence farmer’glanting decisions, and tlye

(See other side)
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should not tie pgrain in storge for such a logperiod of time that marketgnals are distorted. In 1995 and 1996, thpddenent
of Agricultureguessed wramon crg yields and rquired farmers to set aside aggeawWhen crp yields were lower than ercted,
prices rose. We are now in a more noriplainting situation. Prices are rghly the 1990-1994 avega for wheat, corn, and
soybeans. The USDA igrojecting that farmers, thigear, will receive an avege of between $2.70 and $3.A€r bushel for the
1998 cr@ of wheat. Under the Daschle amendment, farmers would be ageltans at 8percent of the ear averge for their
wheat cr@s, drgping the hghest and lowestearprices. Thisyear, that loan amount would bgual to $3.16er bushel. If the
did not rgoay their loans, the Government would gebegrain they put up as collateral. Obvioug| farmers woulgrefer tojust
use these loans to sell thgiain, in effect, to the Government. When the Government stgettidg large stockiles of grain,
pressure would inevitaplbuild in Corgress toget farmers toaquit planting as much wheat so thice would rise and the
Government would be able to unload its stilekof grain at a favorable rate.

Farmers, includig in North Dakota, are not caltyfor a return to thisype ofgovernmenprogram. Under the olgrogram we
had a “safgt net” for 50years, durig which time the number of farmers in America fell from more than 7 milligusta? million.
We had stablerices at low levels with risgpproduction costs, which was not exgalprescrption for profitability. We have met
with thepresidents of each of the 50 State farm bureaus, apaibgushirg for bigger markets and more freedom. Yhuefinitely
are not askig for a return to the market interference of tyy@etadvocatedypthe Daschle amendment. Jim Harmon,giesident
of the North Dakota Farm Bureagyees that theroblems his State is hagmre not due to the Freedom to Farm bill. He has called
for greater access to world markets, increas@drtpromotion, reform of rgulations on wetlands ampsticides, and meargful
risk mangement tools to reduce the effects of natural disasters. Weywehadle with those reforms.

Today's low prices are not caused kthe farm bill. Thg partially reflect lage worldgrain sypplies, which are a direct result of
the high prices of 1995 and 1996, which in turn weeatially caused ¥ market distortions from Quartment of Ayriculture set-
asides. When tharices went p, agricultural exporting countries rushed more land im@duction to take advarga of the boomig
market. Todg's low prices are also lgely beirg caused ¥ theprofound crises in the economies of masian nations. If it were
not for those crises, the partment of Ayriculture estimates that 1998moxts would exceed the 1996 record of $60 billion. As it
is, they will be at $56 billion.

Farmers in Americgarticularly in the Northern Plains, definiteheed assistance, but yhgefinitely do not need the/pe of
aid offered ly the Daschle amendment. This amendment would move in theg direction. We strogly urge its rg¢ection.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

We are not attepting to reqen the Freedom to Farm Bill with this amendment. We have had that debatg. dtaadof us
opposed that bill, but we did nptevail. With this amendment, all we are asgkiar is a tenporaly restoration of the safenet,
which will help small farmers. Prices for @ are vey low right now. Giant cgiorate farms are hurytihose lowprices, but the
can afford to lose mogdor ayear or even loger, and then make moyne the ensuig years. Thg also are much better able to
hold onto their crps whenprices dp and sell them wheprices rise. Map small family farms do not have that luxurf they lose
too much in gear thg go bankryt, and thg cannot afford to wait around fgoodprices. All across the Dakotas and in Minnesota
small farms argoing broke at an alarmgurate due to thpresent low commaodijtprices. Under the old farnystem, thg had a
safey net, but now the amount theanget under that safghet is cpped. Thg can no loger get loans at 8percent of the avege
5-year value for their cps, so thg can no loger hold on to those ¢cps untilprices rise. Given the current disastrous situation,
the Daschle amendment woglide emegengy, 1-year relief. Farmers would be allowedygt marketiig assistance loans without
a c@, and thg would be allowed t@et them for 15-month terms instead of 9-month terms. This amendment pvovide
degerate) needed relief without r@ening the farm bill debate. We ge our collegues to acqat this amendment.



